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CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY, SAN LUIS OBISPO 
ACADEMIC SENATE - MINUTES 
April 17, 1984 
Special Meeting 
The 	meeting was called to order at 3:15 p.m. 
Simmons ruled that the document would be considered as a whole without 
the 	possibility of amendment. 
Conway discussed the report on the resource implications associated with 
the proposed reorganization. Conway explained the process used and asked 
for 	any questions. 
Fort moved for a formal recommendation by the Academic Senate that the 
Task Force Report (TFR) be adopted by the University. For background Fort 
read from the Mission Statement of Cal Poly. He also read the original 
charge made to the TF by the President. The motion was seconded by Burroughs. 
Simmons broke for announcements: 
A. 	 Election of Senators. Nomination forms are available and due on 4/25. 
A list of those with expiring terms was circulated. 
B. 	 Election of Statewide Senators. Nomination forms are available and 

due on 4/25. They need 10 signatures. 

C. 	 Extra Meeting on Reorganization; If we do not complete action on 
the TFR today, we will meeton4/24 to continue. If a 4/24 meeting 
is required, the Ex. Comm. meeting will be moved to 4/26. 
D. 	 Reorganization Survey Results. Simmons passed out the results of a 

mail survey that was meant to assess the feelings of those faculty

that will be affected by reorganization. In addition to the raw 

numbers generated by feedback on the survey, Simmons explained the most 

common comments made by those responding to the survey. 

Discussion Item - Reorganization 
There were questions concerning the ruling by the Chair to consider the 
document as a whole. It was pointed out that a vote can be taken to decide 
if the Academic Senate wanted to follow the proposed method of considering 
the document or to take other approaches. 
It was asked if the motion to approve the TFR could be amended. Simmons 
indicated no, unless the Academic Senate voted to do so. 
Can individual portions of the document be debated? Simmons indicated yes, 
but the vote would be on the motion as made. Kersten challenged the 
ruling by the Chair, seconded by Fierstine. For clarification, a yes vote 
overturns the Chair•s ruling and a no vote leaves it in place. The motion 
was defeated with a vote by a show of hands. 
The 	 following comments were made: 
Campbell, Theatre, preferred a division of performing arts with separate 
department of Dance, Theatre, etc. 
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Jamieson, Rec. Admin., explained the status of Rec. Admin. on campus. Also 
discussed the status of accreditation of the dept. 
Vilkitis, NRM, pointed out that Environmental Science was an applied science. 
Support for the program comes from both state and federal agencies. Asked that 
ES not be phased out. 
Bowker, Bio. Sci, recommended the transfer of ES to Bio. Sci. rather than 
phasing out the program. Bowker indicated that ES would fit in well with 
the existing Environmental and Systematic Bio. program. 
Weber, Home Economics, deferred to Crabtree who spoke against reorganization 
because of its effect on the Home Ec. program. Crabtree questioned whether 
accreditation could be maintained. 
Burroughs, Dietetics, pointed out that the proposed move of Dietetics was 
made by the Dietetics and Food Science faculty to the TF. The TF incorporated 
the proposal in their report. 
Shank, Rec. Admin., indicated that if the TFR were carried out the Rec. Admin. 
program would not be able to get accreditation since one of the requirements 
is that the program be a major. 
Engle, CD~ suggested that accreditation problems suggested by Home Ec. may 
be solved by cross listing of classes. Also questioned the changes in 
the NRM program when the Forest Resources major has not been approved. 
Morgantini, ES major, read a letter of support of the ES degree from Holmbridge, 
a fellow student. Also indicated some of the community service type projects 
the ES students have completed. 
Harris, NRM, questioned the work of the TF. Some programs should have been 
considered but were not. Some programs were considered based on a self-study 
while others were examined from the outside. 
Feriani, Journalism student, questioned if there were any significant benefits 
gained from the TFR. There are a number of negative aspects and we should 
avoid change if it is for the sake of change. 
With no others desiring the speak, Fort presented the following: He spoke 
to the Home Economics accreditation problem. He indicated that it was his 
belief that the changes proposed will not cause the loss of accreditation. 
As for the costs and benefits, some of the benefits are going to be experienced 
in the long run and we must consider this package on the long range benefits. 
Weber, Home Economics, questioned what information is available that indicates 
that accreditation of the Home Economics Department is safe? 
Lamouria, Ag. Engr., asked Fort why Home Ec. had been left out of some of 
the listings in the preamble. Was it omitted by reason? 
Jacobsen, NRM .major, indicated that since the document is considered as 
a whole that if there are flaws in parts the entire document should be rejected. 
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Weber, Home Economics, called for the question. 

Vote by show of hand: 12 yes, 23 against, 8 abstain. 

Motion to ask the University to adopt the Task Force Report on Reorganization 

fails. 

Weatherby asked for a roll call vote and that the results be included in the 

minutes. Crabb recorded the roll call vote. 

Fierstine, Bio. Sci., indicated that he supported many aspects of the 

document but found that some portions were weak and those negative 

aspects outweighed the positive aspects, thus the no vote. 

Weber moved and Crabb seconded a motion to ask that the administration conduct 

a thorough analysis of the department/program affected. This analysis should 

occur before any final action is taken. 

The motion was moved to a second reading item. 

A voice vote was taken, the motion passed with one nay vote. 

The meeting was adjourned. 

Roll Call Vote 
No Votes: Abstentioos: Yes Votes: 
Crabb 
Knable 
Lamouria 
Ferreri a 
Ha 11 ock 
Andrews 
Quinlan 
Iqbal 
Wenzl 
McCorkle 
Rutherford 
Hallman 
Henry 
Russe 11 
Bertozzi 
Gooden 
Murray, R. 
Rice 
Kersten 
Murray, G. 
Burroughs
Engle 
Leong 
Lewis 
Scriven Marlier 
Clark 
Gay 
Shah 
Nakamura 
Rawlings 
Saenz 
Weatherby 
Ryan 
Weber 
Cary
Fierstine 
Adalian 
Burrell 
Gamble 
Jorgensen 
Spoden 
! Delaney 
